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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
(e) the invention was described in- 

(1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for 
patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty 
defined in section 351(a) shall have the effect under this subsection of a 
national application published under section 122 (b) only if the 
international application designating the United States was published under 
Article 21(2) (a) of such treaty in the English language; or 

(2) a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that 
a patent shall not be deemed filed in the United States for the purposes of 
this subsection based on the filing of an international application filed . 
under the treaty defined in section 351(a) . 

2. Claims 1, 6, 52 and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
102(e) as being anticipated by Petrunka et al , U.S. Patent No. 
5,991,369 (hereinafter Petrunka). 

Regarding claim 1, Petrunka discloses a method of providing 
direct access to a voice mail system (VMS) hosting a voice mail 
box associated with a service subscriber, the method comprising 
the steps of formulating a call set-up message for initiating 
the establishment of a call connection to the VMS without first 
attempting to complete a call to the service subscriber, the 



call set-up message having a format reserved for a redirected 
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call set-up message issued by a service switching point (SSP) in 
response to an uncompleted call to the service subscriber and 
issuing the call setup message into a common channel signaling 
(CCS) network to initiate the establishment of the call 
connection directly to the voice mail box of the service 
subscriber (see Figure 4) . 

Claim 6 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 

Claim 52 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 1. 

Regarding claim 53, see Figure 4. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 54-59 and 63-65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Petrunka in view of Tov et al , U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0152402 (hereinafter 



Tov) 
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With respect to claim 54, Petrunka fails to teach the 
claimed receiving step. All the same, Tov discloses this 
limitation (paragraph 0041) . Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Petrunka with the web page taught 
by Tov. This modification would have improved flexibility and 
universality by allowing a caller to connect to the subscriber 
or a subscriber service such as voice-mail, without having to 
become a subscriber him/herself (see paragraph 0041 of Tov) . 



Regarding 


claim 


55, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 


Regarding 


claim 


56, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 


Regarding 


claim 


57, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 


Regarding 


claim 


58, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 


Regarding 


claim 


59, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 


Regarding 


claim 


63, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 


Regarding 


claim 


64, 


see 


paragraph 0041 of Tov 


Regarding 


claim 


65, 


see 


Figure 


4 


of 


Petrunka . 



5. Claims 2, 3, 7, 8, 11, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Petrunka in view of 
Holt, U.S. Patent No. 6,711,243 (hereinafter Holt). 
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Regarding claim 2, because Petrunka teaches the network is 
an AIN network (column 4) , Petrunka inherently teaches the 
claimed CCS network, SS7 protocol, ISUP and IAM limitations. 
However Petrunka fails to disclose the claimed inserting 
limitations. Nonetheless Holt discloses these limitations (see 
column 5) . For this reason, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Petrunka with the inserting limitations taught by Holt. 
This modification would have modernized Petrunka by obviating 
the necessity of maintaining subscriber information on the 
service nodes as suggested by Holt. 

Regarding claim 3, see columns 6 and 7 of Holt. 

Claim 7 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 2. 

Claim 8 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 3. 

Regarding claim 11, see Figure 4 of Petrunka and columns 6- 
8 of Holt. 

Regarding claim 14, see columns 6-8 of Holt. 
Regarding claim 15, see columns 6-8 of Holt. 

6. Claims 4 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Petrunka combined with Holt in view of 
Brunson, U.S. Patent No. 4,996,704 (hereinafter Brunson) . 
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Regarding claim 4, the combination of Petrunka and Holt 
fails to teach a step of inserting a redirecting reason code 
into a redirection information parameter, the reason code being 
used by the VMS to select a voice mail prompt to play to the 
calling party. However Brunson discloses this limitation (see 
col. 3, lines 10-45) . Therefore it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify the Petrunka -Holt combo with the VMS taught by 
Brunson. This modification would have improved user friendliness 
by playing outgoing announcements to specific callers as 
suggested by Brunson (see abstract) . 

Regarding claim 9, the combination of Petrunka and Holt 
does not explicitly disclose inserting a redirecting reason code 
into a redirection information parameter, the redirecting reason 
code identifying the IAM as a request to leave a voice message 
with a direct to voice mail call. However Brunson discloses this 
limitation (col. 3, lines 10-45). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the grouping of Petrunka and Holt 
with the redirecting reason code taught by Brunson. This 
modification provides information as to why the call was 



Application/Control Number: 09/995,971 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2645 

diverted and the nature of the call as suggested by Brunson 
(col . 3 , line 25) . 

7. Claims 5 and 10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Petrunka combined with Holt in further 
view of Russell, Travis. Signaling System #7 New York: McGraw 
Hill, 2000 (hereinafter Russell) . 

With respect to claim 5, the Petrunka and Holt fail to 
teach inserting a redirecting reason code into a redirection 
information parameter, the reason code being a default value 
indicating that the reasons for redirection is unknown or not 
available. However Russell discloses this limitation (see page 
461) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary- 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify the combination of Petrunka and Holt with the reason code 
taught by Russell. This modification allows for a parameter that 
provides information as to why the call was diverted and the 
nature of the call as suggested by Russell (page 496) . 

Claim 10 is rejected for the same reasons as claim 5. 

8. Claims 60-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Petrunka combined with Tov in view of Holt . 
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Regarding claim 60, because Petrunka teaches the network is 
an AIN network (column 4), the combination of Petrunka and Tov 
inherently teaches the claimed CCS network, SS7 protocol, ISUP 
and IAM limitations. However the combination of Petrunka and Tov 
fails to disclose the claimed inserting limitations. Nonetheless 
Holt discloses these limitations (see column 5) . For this 
reason, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to further modify the 
combination of Petrunka and Tov with the inserting limitations 
taught by Holt. This modification would have modernized the 
combination of Petrunka and Tov by obviating the necessity of 
maintaining subscriber information on the service nodes as 
suggested by Holt. 

Regarding claim 61, see columns 5-8 of Holt. 

Regarding claim 62, see columns 5-8 of Holt. 

9. Claims 12 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Petrunka combined with Holt in view of 
Tov. 

Regarding claim 12, Holt discloses receiving a connection 
request message that conforms to a predefined format and 
includes directory numbers for. the requesting party, service 
subscriber and VMS (col. 5, lines 25-65 and col. 7, line 25 to 
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col. 8, line 15) . However the combination of Petrunka and Holt 
fails to teach receiving over an Internet protocol (IP) 
connection, from a server on the Internet adapted to receive 
click-to-voice mail notifications from at least one worldwide 
web page. However Tov discloses this limitation (paragraph 
0041) . Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary- 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to further 
modify Holt with the web page taught by Tov. This modification 
would have improved flexibility and universality by allowing a 
caller to connect to the subscriber or a subscriber service such 
as voice-mail, without having to become a subscriber him/herself 
(see paragraph 0041 of Tov) . 

Regarding claim 13, see col. 6, lines 25-60 and col. 7, 
line 25 to col. 8, line 15 of Holt. Also see Figure 4 of 
Petrunka and paragraph 0041 of Tov. 

Response to Arguments 

10. Applicant's arguments have been considered but are deemed 
to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

11. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to Olisa 



r 
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Anwah whose telephone number is 703-305-4814. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8.30 AM to 6 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Fan Tsang can be 
reached on 703-305-4895. The fax phone numbers for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned 
are 703-872-9314 for regular communications and 703-872-9314 for 
After Final communications. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status 
of this application or proceeding should be directed to the 
receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



c?-fV 



Olisa Anwah 
Patent Examiner 
January 19, 2005 
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